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Site Nane and Location

Eagle Mne Site, O, Town of G| man
Eagl e County, Col orado

CERCLI S I D # COD08191518

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for Qperable Unit 2 of the Eagle
Mne Site in Eagle County, Col orado chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environmnent al
Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund
Anendnents and Reaut hori zati on Act of 1986 (SARA). The selected renedy is consistent with the
Nati onal Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. This decision is based on the adm nistrative
record for this site. This Record of Decision (ROD) serves as the final ROD for Eagle Mne QOUX2.

The State of Col orado, represented by the Col orado Department of Public Health and the
Envi ronnent, concurs with the sel ected renedy.

Assessnent of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, present an i mmnent and substanti al
endangernent to public health and the environnent.

Description of the Renmedy

The Eagle Mne Site is a | arge abandoned nmining and mlling facility |ocated al ong the banks of
the Eagle R ver near Mnturn, Colorado. The mne site is divided into two operable units.
Qperable Unit 1(QU 1) is the mne site except the Town of Glnan. Qperable Unit 2 (QU2) is the
Town of Glman. G lman is an abandoned mine town on the bluff above the Eagle River at Bel den.
Hazar dous substances were renoved from Gl nman and di sposed at a permtted disposal site as part
of an energency response action. Several waste rock piles created during mning and mlling
activities remain on the perineter of the town. Eagle Mne OR was established to address
current and potential human health risks fromthe soil and waste rock that renmain in the Town of
G | man.

The selected renedy for Eagle Mne Site O is institutional controls. This remedy addresses the
principal threat at the site by limting site access and providing a long-term |ocal presence.
To acconplish this renedy, local institutional controls will be nodified or devel oped, such as
zoning regul ations and/or building permt code restrictions. In addition, a contingency strategy
will be developed to naintain the integrity of the established site renedy and to i nform EPA and
the State of Col orado of any proposed change in land use. If | and uses change, additional

remedi ation may be required. EPA and the State of Colorado will revi ew any devel oper-generated
plans to assure that they are protective of hunman health and the environnent.

Statutory Deterninations

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and
State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedi al
action, and is cost-effective. This renedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative
treatnent (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the naxi mumextent practicable and satisfies
the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity, mobility, or
volume as a principal elenent. Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renaining
onsite above health-based levels, a revieww |l be conducted within five years after
comrencenent of the remedy to ensure that the renedy continues to provi de adequate protection of
human heal th and the environnent.

<I MG SRC 98079A>



EAGLE M NE SI TE OPERABLE UNIT 2, TOM CF G LMAN
DECI SI ON SUMVARY FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.0 SI TE NAVE, LOCATION, AND DESCRI PTI ON ..ot et e e e e e e 1
2.0 SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TIES ... e e e e 1
3.0 H GHLI GHTS OF COWUNI TY PARTI G PATI ON . . e e e e e 4
4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT WTHIN SITE STRATEGY .. ... e 5
5.0 SUMMARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STl CS ... e e e e e e e e e e 5
6.0 SUMMARY OF Sl TE Rl SKS .. e e e e e e e e e e 6
7.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES . . ..ottt e e e e e e e e e 7
8.0 COVPARATI VE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATI VE . . .ot e e e e e e 8
9.0 SELECTED RENEDY . ..ttt e e e e e e e e e 9
10. 0 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS . ...t e e e e e e e e e e 9
10.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment ............................. 10
10.2 Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Requirement s (ARARS) ... e 10
10.3 Cost Eff @Cti VENESS ..o i 10
10.4 Use of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogies to the
Maxi mum Extent Practicable. ... ... .. 10
10.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Element ............... ... .......... 10
FI GURES

Figure 1-1 Eagle Mne Site Map
Figure 1-2 Town of Glman Site Map

APPENDI CES

Appendi x A Responsi veness Summary



EAGLE M NE SITE OPERABLE UNIT 2, TOMWN CF G LMAN
DECI SI ON SUMVARY FOR THE RECORD COF DECI SI ON

1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Eagle Mne Site (CERCLIS ID # COD08191518) is a | arge abandoned mining and nmilling facility
| ocated al ong the banks of the Eagle R ver approximately five nmiles south of Mnturn, Col orado
(100 miles west of Denver). The 235-acre site is bordered on the south and west by the Wite

Ri ver National Forest which includes the Holy Cross Wl derness Area (see Figure 1-1). The Eagle
M ne site consists of the Eagle M ne workings in Belden, the abandoned town of Gl nman, and
nunerous former and existing mne waste disposal areas. Al features are |ocated near the Eagle
River fromBelden to Mnturn. Msst of the cleanup at the site is conpleted.

Eagle M ne Operable Unit 2 (OUJ2) was established to address current and potential human health
risks fromthe soil and waste rock in the Town of Glman. Gl man is an abandoned m ne town on
the bl uff above Bel den. Hazardous substances were renoved fromthe town and di sposed at a
permtted disposal site as part of an energency response action. Several waste rock piles
created during mining and mlling activities remain on the perineter of the town. Surface soil
sanpling occurred in 1993 and a risk assessnent for this operable unit was conpleted in 1997.

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

In Decenber 1983, the State of Colorado filed notice and clai magainst the forner owners of the
Eagle Mne site for natural resource danmages under CERCLA. In 1985, the EPA added Eagle M ne
to the National Priorities List and a Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (R /FS) was
conpl eted by the State of Colorado. In 1988, the State of Col orado and Viacom International,
Inc. reached agreenent on a cl eanup pl an.

In 1990, EPA becane nore involved with the project and conpleted a Record of Decision (ROD) for
Eagle Mne Operable Unit No. 1 (OQU1). In 1995, EPA, the State of Colorado and Vi acom
International, Inc. agreed on the work to be perforned under the ROD. Together, the two
agreenents include many of the renedial activities for each site feature di scussed bel ow

Consolidated Tailings Pile (CTP): The CTP covers about 69 acres and contains tailings that were
renmoved fromvarious |ocations across the site. The majority of the pile has been capped. Final
dewat ering of the historic pond and of the CTP was conpl eted during 1997 construction season.

<I MG SRC 98079B>
<I MG SRC 98079C

Rex Flats/AOd Tailings Pile (OTP) Areas: As a result of mne operations, approximately one
mllion tons of tailings were deposited in the OTP and approxi mately 150,000 tons of tailings
were deposited at Rex Flats. The OIP covers approxi mately 40 acres and Rex Flats covers

approxi mately 20 acres. In 1992, these tailing were renoved and placed in the CTP. Revegetation
efforts were undertaken at both areas. The ROD for Eagle Mne QUL required creation of
Institutional Controls to restrict ground water use bel ow the OTP.

Rock Creek Canyon: Numerous activities have occurred in Rock Oreek Canyon to control seepage,
surface water drainage, and ground water flow A siphon systemwas installed to renove

contam nated ground water before it reached the Eagle River. In 1992 and 1995, actions were
taken in the Rock Creek channel to isolate clean Rock Creek water from seepage and drai nage that
originated at or within the mne. The seepage and drai nage are collected for treatnent.

Mal oit Park Wetlands: The risk assessnent, performed in 1993, determined that soils in Maloit
Park Wetlands were contamnated with el evated | evel s of arsenic, cadm umand |lead. In 1996,
contam nated nmaterials fromthe wetland were renoved and placed in the CTP. The fornerly
contam nated area was covered with clean soil and revegetation efforts were undertaken.

Roaster Pile Area: In 1991, five piles of waste naterial fromthe ore roasting plant located in
the Bel den area were renoved and transported to the CTP. Revegetation efforts were undertaken at
t hese areas.




3.0 H GHLIGHTS OF COWUN TY PARTI CI PATI ON

The public participation requirenents of the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Amendrments and Reaut hori zation
Act of 1986 (SARA), Sections 113 and 117 were net during renedy selection for Eagle Mne QUR2.

The Ri sk Assessnent was conpl eted on February 11, 1997. An informal public neeting was
announced in the Eagle Valley Enterprise and Vail Trail on April 17, 1997, and held on April 28
1997, to give the public an opportunity to discuss the risk assessnent for Eagle Mne Q2. The
Focused Feasibility Study was conpl eted on June 9, 1997, and the Proposed Pl an was i ssued

Sept enber 24, 1997. Infornmation regarding the site, including the risk assessnent, focused
feasibility study, and proposed plan, was avail able at the EPA Admi nistrative Records Center in
Denver and at the Town Hall in Mnturn, Colorado. The public neeting summarizi ng the proposed
plan and soliciting public comment was held on Cctober 7, 1997. Notice of the neeting was sent
to persons on the nmailing list and was published in the Eagle Valley Enterprise and Vail Trai
in Septenber 1997. A public conment period was held from Septenber 24, 1997 through Cctober 24,
1997. Response to the comrents received during this period is included in the Responsiveness
Summary, which is part of this ROD. This Record of Decision (ROD) serves as the final RCD for
Eagl e M ne Q2.

Fi ve- Year Reviews of the renedy at QU2 are required as the site has not been rel eased for
unlimted use and unrestricted exposure. Periodic Five-Year Reviews will be conducted at Eagle
Mne QR to evaluate if the renmedy renains protective of human health and the environnent.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF CPERABLE UNNT WTHI N SI TE STRATEGY

Eagle M ne O was established to evaluate potential human health risks at the Eagle Mne Site
fromthe soils in three areas; south Mnturn, Maloit Park Wtlands, and G| man. Arsenic, cadm um
and lead levels at Mnturn Mddl e School and the south end of Mnturn were bel ow | evel s of
concern for hunman health and required no action. Metals levels in parts of the Maloit Park
Wet | ands were above human heal th standards and the contam nated soil has been renoved and
replaced with clean fill. Soils around Gl nan contain elevated levels of netals, and for that
reason, Glnman is the renmining | ocation addressed under Eagle M ne QUR2,

5.0 SUWHARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The Town of G lnman is an abandoned town where as many as 350 Eagle M ne enpl oyees and their
famlies once lived. The town was founded in 1879 and conpl etely abandoned in 1985. G| nan
covers approxinmately 50 acres and an estimated ninety buildings remain within the Town
boundari es. Many of the abandoned houses in Glman were built in the 1940s and 1950s and

nurer ous bui |l di ngs have been vandalized and are in a state of disrepair. Access to the site is
restricted and trespassers are subject to arrest by the Eagle County Sheriff. Figure 1-2 is a
map of G I nman.

An energency response action was perforned at Glnman in 1984 to renove PCB-containing
transforners, PCB-containing starting capacitors and other miscellaneous oil, |ubricants and
chem cals found in the mne bel ow Level 16

Currently, there are nine waste rock piles on the perineter of Gl nman that cover approxi mately
20 acres. Waste rock piles and soil are the prinmary threat at the site as they have the
potential to depress pH levels and to rel ease el evated |l evels of netals (arsenic, cadm um

chrom um |ead and nmanganese) via ground water and surface water pathways. Surface-water run-on
di version trenches were installed at the upstreamside of the waste rock piles in Gl nman. |npact
downstream fromthe waste rock piles is under investigation as part of QUL activities. No other
sources of contami nation have been identified at G| nan.

6.0 SUWHARY CF SITE R SKS

Ri sks at G|l nman were eval uated based on potential exposures to netals in surface soils across
the town and in the waste rock piles on the perinmeter of the town. Lead, arsenic, cadm um and
nmanganese are el evated above background concentrati ons and were evaluated in the risk assessnent
(see Table 1), Human health risks were eval uated using the integrated exposure, uptake and

bi oki netic nodel (1EUBK) for |ead and a reasonabl e maxi num exposure assessnent for arsenic,



cadmi um chrom um and nanganese. The reasonabl e maxi num exposure scenari o addressed netal s
ingestion by a trespasser (pregnant wonan or wonman of child-bearing age) to G| man because
access to this locationis limted by a | ocked gate and site geography.

Table 1: Summarized Soil and Waste Rock Pile Results for G| man

Anal yte 95% UCL (ng/ kg) Backgr ound Range (ng/kg)
Gl man Soil Sanpl es Arseni c 155 2.4 - 29
Cadm um 28.1 0.1- 6.1
Chrom um (total) 23 3.4 - 18.2
Lead 1, 900 6.7 - 230
Manganese 2,720 71.2 - 1,110
G | man Wast e Rock Arsenic 1, 220 2.4 - 29
Sanpl es Cadm um 54.7 0.1- 6.1
Chrom um (total) 13.6 3.4 - 18.2
Lead 29, 400 6.7 - 230
Manganese 12, 300 71.2 - 1,110

Conservative assunptions used in the risk assessment indicate a possible risk to trespassers
fromlead concentrations do not pose risks to trespassers based on the upper bound
concentrations in both soils and waste rock. Further discussion of the risk assessment for
Glman is available in "G I man Townsite Recreational - Trespasser User Soil Exposure Ri sk
Assessnent” dated February 11, 1997.

No ecol ogi cal risk assessment was performed for the Town of Gl man. The Town is considered an
urban area and no habitat is expected within the town limts. The ecol ogical inpact of the waste
rock piles is being eval uated under QU1 activities.

Currently, the Town of Gl man is abandoned, therefore the use is mnimal. Future |and uses, such
as residential, change the exposure scenario and may increase the potential risk fromthe soil
and waste rock in Glman due to increased exposure tines. The potential for devel opnent near the
G lman area exists as the Vail Ski Resort plans expansion.

7.0 DESCR PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

A Focused Feasibility Study was conducted to eval uate renedial action alternatives for Eagle

M ne OR2. The renedial alternatives were evaluated in accordance with CERCLA, as anended by
SARA, and consistent with the NCP. The selected renedies did not include treatnment of the
principal threat because the risk assessnment indicated a |ack of risk for the current |and-use
scenari o and no engi neering renedy was considered at this tine. Two renedial action alternatives
were considered, No Action and Institutional Controls. These alternatives are di scussed bel ow.

No Action Alternative

Under the "No Action" alternative the Town of Gl man would remain behind a | ocked gate. No other
action or controls on |and use woul d be taken and changes to | and use woul d not be addressed.
This alternative, though easily inplenented, is only protective of the trespasser under the
current |and use. Under this alternative, no additional actions are taken to reduce the
potential for exposure fromthe site, however, EPA and the State retain the authority to prevent
di sturbance of the renedy.

Institutional Controls Aternative

Under this alternative institutional controls provide a |long-term |ocal presence. Local

regul ations are either nodified or devel oped, such as zoning regul ati ons and/or building permt
restrictions. The local institutional controls shall include a nechanismfor informng the EPA
and State of Col orado of any proposed change in |and use. A contingency strategy, including
requirenents that any future devel oper identify risks to human health and the environnment from
any | and di sturbance and elimnate, mtigate or control such risks during and after devel opnent



shall also be inplenmented. This contingenct strategy ensures protection of human health and the
envi ronnent under the new proposed | and use.

The contingency strategy al so recogni zes that if |and use changes, and Gl nan is devel oped for
residential use, additional renediation may be required. EPA and State of Colorado will
accordingly review any devel oper-generated assessnent |and renediation plans to assure that
redevel opnent is protective of human health and the environnent.

8.0 COWPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VE
The fol |l owi ng di scussion sunmarizes the eval uati on and conparison of alternatives. The

alternatives identified in the focused feasibility study were evaluated using the nine criteria
set forth by NCP. These criteria are:

. Overal | protection of human health and environnent.
. Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents.
. Long-term effecti veness and pernanence in protecting human health and the
envi ronnent .
. Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume of the contami nants through treatnent.
. Short-termeffectiveness in protecting human health and the environnent.
. I mpl emrent abi lity.
. Cost .
. Communi ty accept ance.
. St at e accept ance

The first two criteria are threshold criteria and nust be attained by the sel ected renedial
action. The next five criteria are balancing criteria. The final tw criteria, State and
community acceptance, are considered nodifying criteria which the Agency eval uated and

i ncorporated before naking the final decision

Both alternatives score simlarly for reduction of toxicity, nobility or volune through
treatnment and for short-termeffectiveness. Regarding Inplenentability, the "No Action”
alternative is the easiest to acconplish since no changes to the current regulations or site
features are required. Conversely, the "Institutional Control" alternative requires integration
of Federal, State and |local (Eagle County) regulations and cooperati on between these agencies
and current or prospective | andowners

The "Institutional Controls" alternative has a greater long-termeffectiveness as it is
protective if changes in | and use occur. A prospective devel oper woul d be required to
participate in the contingency strategy based on the planned use scenario, then develop the site
in a protective nanner based on the results of this risk assessnent.

Overall protection of human health and the environment is a threshold criteria; therefore, the
sel ected renedy nust address this issue. Conparison of the alternatives reveals that the "No
Action" alternative is not sufficiently protective of human health and the environment under
future | and-use scenarios, but the "Institutional Controls" alternative is protective

9.0 SELECTED REMEDY

The preferred alternative for Eagle Mne QU2 is Institutional Controls. This alternative is nore
effective than the "No Action" alternative. In addition, it integrates the Federal, State, and
local (Eagle County) regulators in the remedy process, thus nmore fully addressing | oca

concerns. The preferred alternative protects human health by liniting access to the area in the
short termand requiring EPA, State, and |ocal approval of devel opment plans to ensure future
users are not at risk fromunacceptabl e exposures.

The State of Col orado, as represented by the Col orado Departnent of Public Health and the

Envi ronnent, concurs with the selected remedy. The State has been involved with site activities

t hroughout the CERCLA process. Eagle County is supportive of the alternative which best protects
human health, welfare, and the environnent w thout disturbing the remedi es which have been thus

far achieved by EPA. Eagle County is in the prelimnary planning process in regards to review ng
and selecting Institutional Controls through | and-use regulations that will be nost effective



These regul ations will prevent devel opnment frominterfering with the Superfund project
remedi ation, require State and EPA approval of the risk assessnent, and require devel opment to
enhance the environnmental quality of the property.

10. 0 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renmedy neets the statutory requirenents of Section 121 of CERCLA. Renedi al actions
sel ected at Superfund sites nust be protective of hunan health and the environnent. In addition
Section 121 of CERCLA establishes several statutory requirenents and preferences. These specify
that when conplete, the selected remedial action for this site nust conply with applicable or
rel evant and appropriate environnental standards established under state and federa
environnental |aws unless a statutory waiver is justified. The sel ected renedy nust be
cost-effective and use pernanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource
recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi numextent practicable. Finally, the statue also contains a
preference for renedies that include treatnent as a principal element. The foll owing sections
di scuss how the sel ected renedy neets these requirenents.

10.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Conparison of the alternatives reveals that the No Action alternative is not sufficiently
protective of human health and the environnent, but the Institutional Controls alternative is
protective. The selected remedy, Institutional Controls, is protective of human health and the
environnent by limting access to the area and requiring EPA, State, and |ocal approval of |and
use changes.

10. 2 Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARS)

Action and location specific ARARs were not identified for Eagle Mne Operable Unit No. 2, as
there are no activities called for in this ROD that would trigger action or |ocation specific
requirenents. There are no chem cal -specific ARARs for surface soils contam nation. No chem ca
speci fi c- ARARs have been identified for air or water medi a since there have not been rel eases or
di scharges fromthe soils to those nedia. There is a known rel ease fromwaste rock pile munber 8
to surface water. Water ARARs pertinent to this rel ease have already been identified under QUL.

10.3 Cost FEffectiveness

The cost eval uation of each alternative includes capital costs, annual operation and mai ntenance
(&M costs, and a present worth analysis. No engineering-type controls were proposed for Eagle
Mne O, thus, a cost eval uation was not perforned.

10.4 Use of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Ext ent
Practi cabl e

The creation of institutional controls, such as zoning regul ations and/or building permt code
restrictions, can allow |local authorities and EPA to specify permanent renedi es appropriate to
the actual changes in land use. Neither of the alternatives proposed alternative treatnment

t echnol ogi es.

10.5 Preference for Treatnent as a Principal FEl enent

None of the considered alternatives used treatnent as a principal elenment of the remedy.



APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

l. Comment s Recei ved During the Public Meeting on 10/7/97:

1) M. @llagher: Could you describe the boundaries of OUJ2? Does it go down the hill? Does it
include the slope fromthe residential area of G|l man down to Bel den Canyon?

RESPONSE:  Yes, the slope between Gl nman and Belden is included as part of Q2. OR al so
includes the soils in Maloit Park and the south end of Mnturn. However, the Maloit Park and

M nturn areas have been addressed and are not covered as part of this ROD. Arsenic, cadm um and
lead level s at Mnturn Mddle School and the south end of Mnturn were bel ow | evel s of concern
for human health and required no action. Metals levels in parts of the Maloit Park Wtl ands were
above human health standards and required action. The contam nated soils have been renobved and
replaced with clean fill.

2) M. Fox: The tool or renedy for control at the site will be institutional controls? Wio will
determine the site boundaries, the county or EPA?

RESPONSE: The boundari es have been described in a general sense, however, no netes and bounds
surveys have been conpleted. The county is working on overlays for the site and will revise the
boundary if they find it is not sufficient. The district set up by the County goes beyond the
Superfund site boundaries into sone forest service areas.

3) M. Wigert: Can G| nman be devel oped?

RESPONSE: EPA does not set the policy regarding devel opnent of Glnan. EPA's position is that
devel opnent is a local or county |and use issue. However, any devel opnent that occurs nust
maintain the integrity of the renedy.

4) M: Palnmer: Who owns the Town of G I I nan?

RESPONSE: Owmnership at the site is a confusing situation. Oiginally, the mne was owned by
New Jersey Zi nc Conpany. New Jersey Zinc becane Qulf + Western and Qulf + Western becane

Par anount Comuni cati ons. Paranount Communi cations has becone ViacomInternational. G| nan was
sold by Paranount to Aen Mller, who sold part of the property to Battle Muntain Corporation.
Battl e Mountain Corporation's |oans are under default and the savings and | oans backing the
conpany went bankrupt. The FDI C hol ds the paper for the |oans, though a corporation, perhaps
Turkey Creek Corporation, is runored to be purchasing tax liens for the private property on
Battl e Mountai n.

I1. Comments Received After the Public Meting:

A M. Reif: "I do have concern that sone of the |anguage on page 5 and 6 of the docunent
(Proposed Plan) conveys an unjustified inpression to the public; nanely, that future | and use of
Gl man includes residential use, perhaps with additional renediation. The statenents are not
actually incorrect as witten. However, the tone of the | anguage creates an unsubstanti ated
inpression that relatively mnor actions may be all that is required for eventual

redevel opnent . "

RESPONSE: The Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has not intended to give the inpression
that Gl nman may be redevel oped with only minor additional renediation. EPA has not investigated
the type or extent of renediation that mght be required at G| man before residenti al

devel opnent woul d be an acceptabl e alternative. EPA enphasizes that the nmain focus of this ROD
is protection of human health in the event of redevel opnent.

In conjunction with the State and Viacom EPA renoved a large quantity of hazardous naterials
fromGIlnman after it was abandoned. Then EPA coll ected soil sanples in the Glnman area that
indicated el evated | evels of arsenic, cadm um chrom um and nmanganese. Based on these sanple
results, EPA devel oped a human health risk assessnent for the "as is" scenario, i.e. trespasser
exposure to the present day Gl man. The risk assessnent was linited to a trespasser scenario
because it is unclear when, if, and to what extent Glnan will be redevel oped. The results of
the risk analysis indicate basically no risks to a trespasser for the unlikely exposure of 90



consecutive days.

EPA is working with the Eagle County Conmi ssioners to ensure that if Glnman is redevel oped, and
the resulting human exposure woul d be nore than casual trespass, that the redevel opnent woul d be
done in a manner protective of human health. Eagle County has devel oped draft |and-use

regul ations that will require devel opnent of a conplete human health risk assessment prior to
approval of proposed redevel opnent at G| man. The assessnent woul d foll ow standard EPA

gui del i nes and woul d be reviewed by EPA and the State. Any devel opnent would be required to
elimnate any unacceptable risks that were found through this risk assessnent process. These
Eagl e County regulations will be in place before any redevel opnent occurs in G| nman. \Wether

Gl man can be easily redevel oped or not will be determ ned by the process described in these
Eagl e County regul ati ons.

B) M. @Gllagher: "The Town (of Mnturn) agrees with the proposed plan to adopt 'institutional
controls' to protect human health and the environment. Any devel opnent on or around any part of
the Eagle Mne Superfund Site is of great concern to the Town. Therefore, the Town is
recomendi ng and requesting that the Record of Decision which assigns 'institutional controls'
include the Town of Mnturn in the public review process for any devel opnent proposals.”

RESPONSE: EPA, as well as the State, understands the Town of Mnturn's concern with the

deci sions nade on the Eagle M ne Superfund Site. EPA also is aware of Mnturn's concern over any
decisions that are nade that nmay inpact |and uses on the site, especially those areas in cl osest
proximty to Mnturn.

As the Town knows, EPA and the State have been working with Eagle County to devel op County

| and-use regul ations that will protect Superfund cl eanup features (capped piles, diversions,
etc.) and that will regul ate devel opnent of any of these areas in a nanner that is protective of
public health. These regul ations apply to unincorporated areas of Eagle County that are part of
the Superfund site and are nearing conpletion.

Wil e EPA and the State can support Mnturn's interest in being part of a review process for any
| and- use deci sions on the Superfund site, EPA does not have the authority to require the County
to conduct any local review process beyond that which is part of current County regul ations. EPA
and the State will continue to provide Mnturn with review copi es of any EPA-generated
docunents, such as any hunman health ri sk assessnents.

EPA suggests that Mnturn speak directly with Eagle County about the possibility of devel oping
an inter-governnental agreenent that provides a role for Mnturn in adjacent |and-use deci sions.
EPA understands that this type of agreenent has been devel oped between the County and ot her

nmuni cipalities in Eagle County and provides for the town to becone a "referral agent."

If Mnturn were to annex any of the Superfund site under their annexation authorities, then EPA
and the State would have a direct relationship with the Town over these areas. Mnturn would, in
fact, have a | evel of responsibility for remedial features that fell within the town boundari es.



